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expression, not of an "economic man/1 a human
mechanism, but of a conscious, rational, and emotional
being. The appeal is made not to a mere cluster
of self-seeking industrial instincts, but to the whole
nature of man, and it is the whole man who in some
sense responds. Treat a man as something less than
a man and you fail to get even the best industrial re-
sults out of him. Why ? Not merely because you
ought, as a fellow-creature, to treat him with due regard
to moral obligations, but because you are proceeding
on a wrong hypothesis. The assumption, then, of the
economist in theory, and of the business man in prac-
tice, that a "worker" may conveniently be treated
simply as a repository of a certain sort of labour-power,
to be elicited by wages in order to be stored in material
wares, is a false assumption which invalidates the sub-
sequent reasonings of the theorist, as it impairs the
practice of the entrepreneur. The attempt to make a
separate science of industrial wealth, based upon the con-
viction that man's actions in the getting and spending of
money form what Professor Marshall calls " a tolerably
homogeneous group," breaks down, because the organic
unity of man is too strong for this separatist treatment.
Industry is a department of the conduct of life which
is not sufficiently distinct from other departments to form
the subject-matter of a separate science. All this line
of criticism is brought to a head by Mr. Ruskin in his
indictment of the narrowing down of the term Wealth
to signify an accumulation of material marketable goods.
The philological reference which identifies wealth with
human welfare is not a mere play of fancy, but an
assertion of the testimony of language to that substantial
truth of the unity of human life and conduct which has thatmangrounded judgment of others*er
